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Period for Reply 



A SHORTENED STATUTORY PERIOD FOR REPLY IS SET TO EXPIRE 3 MONTH(S) OR THIRTY (30) DAYS, 
WHICHEVER IS LONGER, FROM THE MAILING DATE OF THIS COMMUNICATION. 

- Extensions of time may be available under the provisions of 37 CFR 1.136(a). In no event, however, may a reply be timely filed 
after SIX (6) MONTHS from the mailing date of this communication. 

- If NO period for reply is specified above, the maximum statutory period will apply and will expire SIX (6) MONTHS from the mailing date of this communication. 

- Failure to reply within the set or extended period for reply will, by statute, cause the application to become ABANDONED (35 U.S.C. § 1 33). 
Any reply received by the Office later than three months after the mailing date of this communication, even if timely filed, may reduce any 
earned patent term adjustment. See 37 CFR 1.704(b). 

Status 

I) |E1 Responsive to comnriunication(s) filed on 22 June 2007 . 

2a)D This action is FINAL. 2b)IEI This action is non-final. 

3) D Since this application is in condition for allowance except for formal matters, prosecution as to the merits is 

closed in accordance with the practice under Ex parte Quayle, 1935 CD. 11, 453 O.G. 213. 

Disposition of Claims 

4) S Claim(s) 1 and 3-12 is/are pending in the application. 

4a) Of the above claim(s) is/are withdrawn from consideration. 

5) D Claim(s) is/are allowed. 

6) !3 Claim(s) 1 and 3-12 is/are rejected. 

7) D Claim(s) is/are objected to. 

8) D Claim(s) are subject to restriction and/or election requirement. 

Application Papers 

9) D The specification is objected to by the Examiner. 

10)D The drawing(s) filed on is/are: a)D accepted or b)D objected to by the Examiner. 

Applicant may not request that any objection to the drawing(s) be held in abeyance. See 37 CFR 1 .85(a). 
Replacement drawing sheet(s) including the correction is required if the drawing(s) is objected to. See 37 CFR 1.121(d). 

I I) D The oath or declaration is objected to by the Examiner. Note the attached Office Action or form PTO-152. 

Priority under 35 U.S.C. § 119 

12)D Acknowledgment is made of a claim for foreign priority under 35 U.S.C. § 1 19(a)-(d) or (f). 
a)D All b)D Some * c)D None of: 

1 .□ Certified copies of the priority documents have been received. 

2.Q Certified copies of the priority documents have been received in Application No. . 

3-D Copies of the certified copies of the priority documents have been received in this National Stage 
application from the International Bureau (PCT Rule 17.2(a)). 
* See the attached detailed Office action for a list of the certified copies not received. 
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DETAILED ACTION 

1 . This Non-Final action is responsive to the RCE filed on 6/22/2007. 

2. Claims 1 & 3-12 are pending. Claims 2 is canceled. Claims 1 & 5-12 are independent claims. 

Withdrawn Objections 

3. The objection to claim 1 1 has been withdrawn in light of the amendment. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 112 

4. The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly claiming the 
subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

5. Claims 1 and 5-12 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, as being incomplete for omitting 
essential elements, such omission amounting to a gap between the elements. See MPEP § 2172,01. The claims 
describe an area discrimination unit that discriminates between two types of areas, a useful and a useless information 
area. Afterwards a ratio is increased to allow magnification of the useful region. However the claims are unclear 
because they do not show how the document processing apparatus is able to determine where the mark exists. Ihe 
claims simply describe a discrimination unit but do not show the required steps for actually determining where the 
mark exists . If the processing apparatus cannot properly locate the mark region either by comparing the densities or 
scanning the entire document and counting pixels taught in prior art, it is not possible to differentiate a relevant mark 
within a document. Thus the claimed discrimination unit fails to clearly show how such a mark is determined, 
numerous steps required for mark detection have been omitted. 

6. Claims 1 and 5-12 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, as being indefinite for failing to 
particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which applicant regards as the invention. The claimed 
useful and useless information area is vague and indefinite since it is unclear how the discriminating unit determines 
a mark and furthermore it is unclear what portion of a mark is useful and useless as described in the claims. 



7. 



Claims 3-4 are rejected because they inherit the deficiencies of the Independent claims. 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

8. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all obviousness rejections set forth 
in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art 
are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to 
a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be 
negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

9. Claims 1 & 3-12 remain rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Kodaira (U.S. 
6,868,183, filed on Mar 17, 2000) in view of Schneider (U.S. 5,229,589, filed on Nov 21, 1991). 

Regarding Independent claims 1, 5, 7, 9 and 11-12, A document processing apparatus which displays a 
document image using image data of a document having one or more entry columns, comprising: An image 
data obtaining unit obtaining image data of a document; An area discrimination unit discriminating an area of 
a document image indicated by the image data obtained by said image data obtaining unit, and 
discriminating at least between two types of areas, that is, a useful information area having useful 
informationfor document processing and an useless information area having no useful information area; A 
data processing unit increasing a ratio of the useful information area to the entire area by processing at least 
one of a first partial image data which is image data of a portion for display of the useful information area 
and a second partial image data which is image data of a portion for display of the useless information area 
based on the discrimination by said area discrimination unit; A display control unit displaying a document 
image on a display device using the image data obtained by said data processing unit processing at least 
one of the first and second partial image data; Wherein said area discrimination unit considers at least one 
direction in counting a number of pixels assumed to be used in displaying information about a document 
image represented by the image data, and discriminates the useful information area from the useless 
information area based on a counting result comparison to a predetermined number . 

Kodaira teaches an image processing apparatus that includes a scanner to read a document thus allowing 
conversion into image data. Kodaira then shows that the data is discriminated by a region discriminating 
unit. The unit determines the density difference of the binary image data thereby allowing the determination 
of key regions. Kodaira goes on to further state "The image type determining unit, of which is described 
below, determines feature quantities such as presence or absence of key regions such as dot and 
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photographs..." (see column 5, lines 20-35). Therefore useful and useless area's are discriminated thus 
allowing determination of the key regions, (see abstract, column 4, lines 50-67 & column 5, lines 1-60 & 
column 6, lines 10-55). Furthermore Kodaira suggests that the discriminating unit considers a direction in 
counting the number of pixels by disclosing a sub-scanning direction which counts and analyzes the max 
pixel density based on a threshold (see column 20, lines 40-67 & column 21 , lines 1-15). Clearly such 
scanning is of pixel data. Kodaira fails to explicitly teach the increase in ratio which is magnification of the 
key region, instead he determines the region by sub-scanning process and pixel density analysis. However 
Schneider teaches that areas of interest are expanded in an area of interest pixel map (see abstract). Thus 
Schneider discloses that "The preprinted data within the areas of interest pixel map is subsequently 
expanded during image differencing to provide greater accuracy in scanning the completed questionnaire 
pages and detecting answer marks" (see column 2, lines 43-47). Thus Schneider suggests magnification of 
useless to useful information. Furthermore Schneider also suggests direction information in counting pixel 
data to adjust and align the locations of the area of interest against a predetermined value such as the 
original pixel map data (see column 4, lines 25-67), At the time of the invention it would have been obvious 
for the skilled artisan to modify Kodaira's teachings to include an expandable pixel map. The motivation for 
doing so would have been to improve the accuracy of Kodaira's discrimination unit, thereby improving the 
detection of key regions. 

Regarding Dependent claim 3, with dependency of claim 1, wherein when said area discrimination unit 
discriminates the useful information area from the useless information area based on whether or not the 
number of pixels counted by considering one direction is equal to or smaller than a predetermined value, 
said data processing unit increases a ratio of the useful information area to the entire area by performing on 
at least the second partial image data a process of thinning lines having the number of pixels equal to or 
smaller than a predetermined value in the lines in the one direction. 

Kodaira teaches an image processing apparatus that includes a scanner to read a document thus allowing 
conversion into image data. Kodaira then shows that the data is discriminated by a region discriminating 
unit. The unit determines the density difference of the binary image data thereby allowing the determination 
of key regions. Kodaira goes on to further state "The image type determining unit, of which is described 
below, determines feature quantities such as presence or absence of ke v regions such as dot and 
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photographs ..." (see column 5, lines 20-35). Therefore useful and useless area's are discriminated thus 
allowing determination of the key regions, (see abstract, column 4, lines 50-67 & column 5, lines 1-60 & 
column 6, lines 10-55). Furthermore Kodaira suggests that the discriminating unit considers a direction in 
counting the number of pixels by disclosing a sub-scanning direction which counts and analyzes the max 
pixel density based on a threshold (see column 20, tines 40-67 & column 21, lines 1-15). Clearly such 
scanning is of pixel data. Kodaira fails to explicitly teach the increase in ratio which is magnification of the 
key region, instead he determines the region by sub-scanning process and pixel density analysis. However 
Schneider teaches that areas of interest are expanded in an area of interest pixel map (see abstract). Thus 
Schneider discloses that "The preprinted data within the areas of interest pixel map is subsequently 
expanded during image differencing to provide greater accuracy in scanning the completed questionnaire 
pages and detecting answer marks" (see column 2, lines 43-47). Thus Schneider suggests magnification of 
useless to useful information. Furthermore Schneider also suggests direction information in counting pixel 
data to adjust (thinning) and align the locations of the area of interest against a predetermined value such as 
the original pixel map data (see column 4, lines 25-67). At the time of the invention it would have been 
obvious for the skilled artisan to modify Kodaira's teachings to include an expandable pixel map. The 
motivation for doing so would have been to improve the accuracy of Kodaira's discrimination unit, thereby 
improving the detection of key regions. 

Regarding Dependent claim 4, with dependency of claim 1 , wherein said data processing unit performs a 
process on at least one of the first and second partial image data so that a ratio of the useful information 
area to the entire area is increased by using different display magnifications of the^useful information area 
and the useless information area. 

Kodaira teaches an image processing apparatus that includes a scanner to read a document thus allowing 
conversion into image data. Kodaira then shows that the data is discriminated by a region discriminating 
unit. The unit determines the density difference of the binary image data thereby allowing the determination 
of key regions. Kodaira goes on to further state 'The image type determining unit, of which is described 
below, determines feature quantities such as presence or absence of key regions such as dot and 
photographs..." (see column 5, lines 20-35). Therefore useful and useless area's are discriminated thus 
allowing determination of the key regions, (see abstract, column 4, lines 50-67 & column 5, lines 1-60 & 
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column 6, lines 10-55). Furthermore Kodaira suggests that the discriminating unit considers a direction in 
counting the number of pixels by disclosing a sub-scanning direction which counts and analyzes the max 
pixel density based on a threshold (see column 20, lines 40-67 & column 21, lines 1-15). Clearly such 
scanning is of pixel data. Kodaira fails to explicitly teach the increase in ratio which is magnification of the 
key region, instead he determines the region by sub-scanning process and pixel density analysis. However 
Schneider teaches that areas of interest are expanded in an area of interest pixel map (see abstract). Thus 
Schneider discloses that "The preprinted data within the areas of interest pixel map is subsequently 
expanded during image differencing to provide greater accuracy in scanning the completed questionnaire 
pages and detecting answer marks" (see column 2, lines 43-47). Thus Schneider suggests magnification of 
useless to useful information. Furthermore Schneider also suggests direction information in counting pixel 
data to adjust and align the locations of the area of interest against a predetermined value such as the 
original pixel map data (see column 4, lines 25-67). At the time of the invention it would have been obvious 
for the skilled artisan to modify Kodaira's teachings to include an expandable pixel map. The motivation for 
doing so would have been to improve the accuracy of Kodaira's discrimination unit, thereby improving the 
detection of key regions. 

Regarding Independent claims 6, 8 and 10, A document processing apparatus which processes a 
document having one or more entry columns, comprising: image data obtaining unit obtaining image data of 
a document; area discrimination unit discriminating an area of a document image indicated by the image 
data obtained by said image data obtaining means, and discriminating at least between two types of areas, 
that is, a useful information area having useful information for document processing and an useless 
information area having no useful information area; Document recognition unit recognizing the entry column 
entered on the document image displayed by said display control means; Correction unit correcting 
presence/absence of an entry in the entry column recognized by said document recognition means at an 
instruction of a user ; data processing unit increasing a ratio of the useful information area to the entire area 
by processing at least one of a first partial image data which is image data of a portion for display of the 
useful information area and a second partial image data which is image data of a portion for display of the 
useless information area based on the discrimination by said area discrimination means; Display control unit 
. displaying a document image on a display device using the image data obtained by said data processing 
means processing at least one of the first and second partial image data; Wherein said area discrimination 
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unit considers at least one direction in counting a number of pixels assumed to be used in displaying 
information about a document image represented bv the image data, and discriminates the useful 
information area from the useless information area based on a counting result comparison to a 
predetermined number . 

Kodaira teaches an image processing apparatus that includes a scanner to read a document thus allowing 
conversion into image data. Kodaira then shows that the data is discriminated by a region discriminating 
unit. The unit determines the density difference of the binary image data thereby allowing the determination 
of key regions. Kodaira goes on to further state "The image type determining unit, of which is described 
below, determines feature quantities such as presence or absence of key regions such as dot and 
photographs..." (see column 5, lines 20-35). Therefore useful and useless area's are discriminated thus 
allowing determination of the key regions, (see abstract, column 4, lines 50-67 & column 5, lines 1-60 & 
column 6, lines 10-55). Furthermore Kodaira suggests that the discriminating unit considers a direction in 
counting the number of pixels by disclosing a sub-scanning direction which counts and analyzes the max 
pixel density based on a threshold (see column 20, lines 40-67 & column 21 , lines 1-15). Clearly such 
scanning is of pixel data. Kodaira fails to explicitly teach the increase in ratio which is magnification of the 
key region, instead he determines the region by sub-scanning process and pixel density analysis. However 
Schneider teaches that areas of interest are expanded in an area of interest pixel map (see abstract). Thus 
Schneider discloses that "The preprinted data within the areas of interest pixel map is subsequently 
expanded during image differencing to provide greater accuracy in scanning the completed questionnaire 
pages and detecting answer marks" (see column 2, lines 43-47). Thus Schneider suggests magnification of 
useless to useful information. At the time of the invention it would have been obvious for the skilled artisan to 
modify Kodaira's teachings to include an expandable pixel map. The motivation for doing so would have 
been to improve the accuracy of Kodaira's discrimination unit, thereby improving the detection of key 
regions. 

It is noted that any citation [[s]] to specific, pages, columns, lines, or figures in the prior art references and 
any interpretation of the references should not be considered to be limiting in any way. A reference is 
relevant for all it contains and may be relied upon for all that it would have reasonably suggested to one 
having ordinary skill in the art. [[See, MPEP 2123]] 
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Response to Arguments 

10. Applicant's arguments filed 6/22/2007 have been fully considered but they are not persuasive. 

Applicant Argues: But, the areas of interest of Schneider are not expanded bv use of a ratio, (pg 8, 
paragraph 5) 

However the Examiner Respectfully disagrees: The claims describe an area discrimination unit that 
discriminates between two types of areas, a useful and a useless information area. Afterwards a ratio 
is increased to allow magnification of the useful region. However the claims are unclear because they 
do not show how the document processing apparatus is able to determine where the mark exists. Ihe 
claims simply describe a discrimination unit but do not show the required steps for actually 
determining where the mark exists . If the processing apparatus cannot properly locate the mark region 
either by comparing the densities or scanning the entire document and counting pixels taught in prior 
art, it is not possible to differentiate a relevant mark within a document. Thus the claimed 
discrimination unit fails to clearly show how such a mark is determined, numerous steps required for 
mark detection have been omitted. Therefore the increase of ratio is simply the magnification of a 
document. However since the mark is not determined it is unclear how a useless and useless region 
ratio exists. Furthermore Schneider discloses that "The preprinted data within the areas of interest 
pixel map is subsequently expanded during image differencing to provide greater accuracy in 
scanning the completed questionnaire pages and detecting answer marks" (see column 2, lines 43- 
47). Thus Schneider suggests magnification of the answer mark. 

It is not necessary that the references actually suggest, expressly or in so many words the 
changes or improvements that applicant has made. The test for combining references is what the 
references as a whole would have suggested to one of ordinary skill in the art. In re Sheckler, 168 
USPQ 716 (CCPA 1971); In re McLaughlin 170 USPQ 209 (CCPA 1971); In re Young 159 USPQ 725 
(CCPA 1968). 
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Conclusion 



Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the examiner should be directed 
to Manglesh M. Patel whose telephone number is (571 ) 272-5937. The examiner can normally be reached on M, W 
6 am-3 pm T, TH 6 am-2pm, Fr 9am-6pm. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's supervisor, Stephen S. 
Hong can be reached on (571) 272-4124. The fax phone number for the organization where this application or 
proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent Application Information 
Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or 
Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more 
information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the 
Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 

Manglesh M. Patel 
Patent Examiner 
September 12, 2007 
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